SECTION 5: CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

COMPLIANCE WITH ENABLING LEGISLATION

The act establishing the preserve has several sectionsthat have implicationsfor, or directly relate to, consultation
and coordination in the development of the draft GMP/EIS:

Section 1002(a)
(4) the National Park Trust, which owns the Spring Hill Ranch, has agreed to permit the National Park
Service-
(A) to purchase aportion of the ranch, as specified in the subtitle; and
(B) to managetheranchin order to-
(i) conserve the scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife of the ranch; and
(ii) provide for the enjoyment of the ranch in such a manner and by such means as will leave

the scenery natural and historic objects, and wildlife unimpaired for the enjoyment of
future generations.

Section 1005
(@) IN GENERAL - The Secretary shall administer the Preserve in accordance with this
subtitle, the cooperative agreements described in subsection (f)(1), and the provisions of
law generally applicable to units of the National Park System, including the Act entitled
“An Act to establish a National Park Service, and for other purposes’, approved August
25, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 1, 2 through 4) and the Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16
U.S.C. 461 et seq.).

(b) APPLICATION OF REGULATIONS -With the consent of a private owner of land within the boundaries
of the Preserve, the regulations issued by the Secretary concerning the National Park Service that provide
for the proper use, management, and protection of persons, property, and natural and cultural resources
shall apply to the private land.

(e) UNIT OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM - The Preserve shall be a unit of the National Park System
for all purposes, including the purpose of exercising authority to charge entrance and admission fees under
section 4 of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a).

Section 1005(g)
(2) CONSULTATION.-In preparing the general management plan, the Secretary, acting through the
Director of the National Park Service, shall consult with-
(A) (i) appropriate officials of the Trust; and
(ii) the Advisory Committee; and
(B) adjacent landowners, appropriate officials of nearby communities, the Kansas
Department of Wildlife and Parks, the Kansas Historical Society (sic), and other

interested parties.

The National Park Trust (NPT)

Currently, all lands within the authorized boundary of the preserve are owned by the NPT. As
required by the legislation establishing the preserve, the NPT has been consulted on and involved
in each phase of the development of the draft GMP/EIS. Members of the NPT staff have been
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invited to and have attended many of the GMP work sessions; public open houses; and meetings
with organizations, congressional delegations and American Indian tribes. The staff has had the
opportunity to review drafts of planning documents and other documents, and to provide
comment on them.

Presentations and briefing papers on the status of the planning effort have been provided to the
NPT Board of Directorsin January 1998, July 1998, February 1999, and July 1999. Also, they
were afforded the opportunity to comment on documents including the preliminary alternatives,
the draft preferred alternative, and the draft GMP/EIS. They have received the five newdletters
and a number of other planning documents.

The Advisory Committee

The advisory committee has been consulted on all phases of the development of the GMP/EIS. In
addition, the committee has been kept informed of the progress of the planning effort through
briefing papers, newdletters, and through the receipt of various planning documents.

On December 10, 1997, the GMP team briefed the committee on the GMP process and schedule,
project agreement, and draft Significance, Purpose, and Mission Statements. The team reviewed
their work-to-date in areas of GIS, natural resources, cultural resources, and interpretation and
education, including the draft Interpretation Themes and Visitor Experience Goals, and answered
advisory committee questions. On February 6, 1998, a telephone conference call with the
advisory committee and members of the GMP team was held to obtain committee input on the
draft Significance, Purpose, and Mission Statements. On May 6, 1998, the GMP team members
provided an update of the various program areas, presented the Enhancement and Sustainable
Management Panel reports, and gave a presentation on the draft preliminary alternatives. On
August 28, 1998, members of the GMP team and committee discussed the preliminary
aternatives. On January 13, 1999, the committee received an overview of and discussed the draft
preferred alternative. In October 1999, the committee received the draft GMP/EIS and was
briefed on the anticipated schedule. At the October 27, 1999 meeting, the draft GMP/EIS was
reviewed and the remaining steps in the planning process explained. On February 16, 2000, the
committee was briefed on the public comment received and voted 8 yeas and 4 nays in support
of the draft GMP/EIS.

L ocal Officials

Two rounds of meetings were conducted by representatives from the NPT and NPS. The first round was held to
establish communications, to discuss the GM P process and schedule, and to answer any questions. Meetings were
held with the Strong City Council on April 14, 1998 and with the Cottonwood Falls City Council on April 20, 1998;
no major comments were received. A meeting was held with Chase County Board of County Commissioners on
May 1, 1998. At that meeting, two of the three commissioners expressed their support for a small bison presence.
Rumors of awolf reintroduction were addressed.

A second round of meetings was held by NPT and NPS to update the officials on the planning process and brief
them on the draft preferred management alternative. On January 25, 1999, a meeting was held with the Chase
County Board of County Commissioners. The board recommended that the team consider the location of enclosures
for bison herds, preferably not adjacent to another property owner. On February 1, 1999, in a meeting with the
Cottonwood Falls City Council, the City Attorney expressed concern about the proposals to plant historic crops and
restore bottomland prairie near Fox Creek. He felt that, based on past flood histories, the restoration could be
significantly impacted by afuture flood event. On February 9, 1999, in a meeting with the Strong City Council, the
Mayor remarked to the Council about the draft preferred alternative, i.e. the economic development potential for
local communities, public involvement in the planning process, and good overall plan. During the first week of
December 1999, copies of the draft GMP/EIS were transmitted to each member of the Chase County Board of
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County Commissioners and the Mayors and City Council members of Strong City and Cottonwood Falls. No
requests were received, as offered, to attend any upcoming meetings to discuss and answer questions.

Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
In accordance with the preserve’ s enabling legidation, the Kansas Department of Wildlife and

Parks (KDWP) has been consulted during the preparation of the draft GMP/EIS.

On July 17, 1997, GMP team members met with the KDWP in an initial scoping session. No
major issues were identified, but KDWP expressed concerns with current management practices
(grazing and fire) and their potential effects on wildlife populations. They expressed an interest
in staying involved in the planning process. On August 5, 1997, portions of the GMP team
discussed fisheries issues with KDWP staff members.

On June 2, 1998, members of the GMP team met with a representative of KDWP to discuss the
preliminary aternatives that had been provided earlier by mail. Also discussed were the Topeka
shiner, gravel mining, and deer management.

On February 10, 1999, GMP team members met with a representative of KDWP to discuss the
draft preferred aternative and the problems associated with reintroducing large ungulates.

On December 1999, GMP team members met with KDWP. Steve Sorenson as spokesperson, expressed the
following concerns: the limitations of the size of the recommended bison reintroduction area; the estimated cost of
the visitor center which, as written, appears to be $400/sq ft.; and that, as part of the bison plan, the NPS will have to
make arequest to KDWP for bison reintroduction. They also had concerns over requests from the public to
introduce elk and pronghorn antelope, citing their past efforts and what they viewed as limitations. Mr. Sorenson
said these views would be included in their response |etter on the GMP.

Kansas State Historical Society
Please see “ Compliance Regarding Cultural Resources,” below.

Financial Analysis
As required by enabling legislation, afinancial analysiswas prepared parallel to the GMP process and is available
through the preserve headquarters.
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COMPLIANCE WITH KEY FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS,
EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND OTHER REGULATIONS

In implementing the GMP, the NPS would comply with all applicable laws and executive orders, including those
listed below and in Appendix 5. Formal and informal consultation with the appropriate federal, state, and local
agencies has been conducted in the preparation of this document.

The draft GMP/EIS was on public review for 60 days. Revisions to the draft GMP/EIS have been made based on
public input and on evolving knowledge about the preserve and its resources. A 30-day no-action period will
commence when this final GMP/EIS isreleased to the public. The 30-day period will begin on the date that the
Environmental Protection Agency's notice of availability appearsin the Federal Register. At the conclusion of the
no-action period, the NPS anticipates a Record of Decision will be prepared to document the selected alternative and
set forth stipulations for implementation of the GMP. Approval of the Record of Decision will complete the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The Record of Decision will be published in the Federal
Register and in the Chase County Leader-News.

Compliance Regarding Cultural Resources

The NPS is mandated to preserve and protect the cultural resources it manages by the act of August 25, 1916, and
through specific legislation such as the Antiquities Act of 1906, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended. Cultural resources would be managed in accordance
with these acts and with Chapter V of the NPS Management Policies, 1988; Director’s Order-28, Cultural Resources
Management (DO-28); and other relevant policy directives, such as the NPS Museum Handbook, Parts|, 11, and I11;
the NPS Manual for Museums; and NPS-6, Interpretation and Visitor Services Guidelines.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (16 USC 470, et seg.) requires that
federal agencies having direct or indirect jurisdiction take into account the effect of undertakings on National
Register properties and allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment.
Section 110(f) of the act requires that Federal agencies exercise a higher standard of care when considering
undertakings that may directly and adversely affect NHLs. The law requiresthat agencies "to the maximum extent
possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to such landmarks." Toward
that end, the NPS would work with the Kansas State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the ACHP to meet
requirements of 36 CFR 800 and the September 1995 programmatic agreement among the National Conference of
State Historic Preservation Officers and the NPS. This agreement requires the NPS to work closely with the SHPO
and the ACHP in planning for new and existing NPS areas. The June 17, 1999 revised Section 106 regulations do
not substantially change the National Park Service established procedures for compliance and consultation at the
preserve.

On June 19, 1997, the ACHP was sent a notice of initiation of work and potential to affect historic properties. They
responded on July 17, stating interest in assisting in the planning process. On January 5, 1998, they were sent a
notice of the final Project Agreement. On May 8, 1998, they were sent a notice of the preliminary alternatives and
on January 22, 1999, they were sent a notice of the draft preferred alternatives and a copy of “Public Response”
report. The final draft GMP/EIS was sent to Advisory Council on November 10, 1999. No written comments were
received.

On June 19, 1997, the GM P team made the first contact with the SHPO by sending a notice of initiation of work,
and potential to affect historic properties. On July 17, members of the GMP team met with SHPO staff and
discussed the preserve’ s enabling legislation and provisions, the GM P planning process and status, tribal
consultation, cultural resources of the preserve, status of information needs and collection, ongoing and planned
research projects, integration with GIS database, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990
(NAGPRA), Section 106 Compliance, and SHPO and ACHP involvement. On January 5, 1998, the SHPO was sent
anotice of thefinal Project Agreement and on May 8, 1998, the office was sent a notice of the preliminary
alternatives. On June 4, the team and SHPO staff met to discuss the preliminary alternatives, compliance, on-going
studies, resource types, current leases, and the ownership of the property. On January 22, 1999, a notice regarding
the draft preferred alternative and “Public Response” report was sent to SHPO. On February 11, the team and SHPO
staff met to discuss the draft preferred alternative, issues of potential demoalition of structures, the need to determine
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period and levels of significance, period of interpretation, life of oil and gas |eases, devel opment issues, landscape
features, and archeology sites. The SHPO requested copies of the legislative history, and the opportunity to review
drafts of the Historic Resource Study (HRS) and Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) when submitted. On February
18, the team received aresponse from the SHPO regarding issues raised by the discussion of the draft preferred
alternative, in particular the possible removal of structures and the need to determine a period of significance. The
SHPO requested submittal of the draft HSR and CLR Part | for review. A final draft GMP/EIS was sent to the
Kansas SHPO on November 10, and a subsequent meeting held on December 2, 1999. The SHPO staff were
supportive of the document. They liked the discussion of the need to address 20" century resources, to undertake
archeological inventories as needed, the recognition of ethnographic resources, and consultation. The meeting
addressed the status of the HRS and CL R, and the Kansas SHPO's experiences in preservation theory and its
evolution. Also discussed were implementation planning after completion of the GMP, and issues related to the
development of Comprehensive Interpretation Plan, Bison Management Plan, Fire Management Plan, and Resource
Management Plan.

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, asamended, also provides for anumber of programmatic
exclusions for specific actions that are not likely to have an adverse effect on cultural resources. These actions may
be implemented without further review by the SHPO or ACHP, provided that NPSinternal review finds the actions
meet certain conditions. Undertakings, as defined in 36 CFR 800, not specifically excluded in the programmatic
agreement must be reviewed by interested parties, the SHPO, and the ACHP before implementation. Throughout the
process there will be early consultation on all potential actions.

The GMP/EIS includes actions that require review and comment by the SHPO and the ACHP. The SHPO will be
consulted during the development of the HRS and CLR, as part of the process of updating the LCS and the CL1, and
during the development of other reportsthat are part of the implementation of the preferred alternative. The Kansas
SHPO will be consulted as part of the development or rehabilitation of historic structures or landscapes.
Archeological surveyswould be a part of any park development work. Consultation with associated groups will be
undertaken prior to action on cultural resources that are also ethnographic resources, regardless of their National
Register status.

Prior to any ground-disturbing action by the NPS, a professional archeologist will determine the need for
archeological inventory or testing evaluation. Any such studies will be carried out in conjunction with construction
and will meet the needs of the SHPO, as well asthe NPS. Any large-scale archeological investigationswill be
undertaken in consultation with the SHPO.

Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires the NPS to identify and nominate to the National
Register of Historic Places all resources under its jurisdiction that appear to be eligible. Structures or cultural
landscape features chosen for abandonment or removal would be evaluated for National Register eligibility, if they
have not yet been evaluated. The Kansas SHPO would be contacted for review and comment.

NPS historic areas are automatically listed on the National Register upon their establishment by law or executive
order.

Consultation with American Indian Tribes

American Indian tribes with cultural affiliation to the preserve will be meaningfully involved in ongoing decisions
regarding planning, interpretation, and resource management. Tribal concerns and issues will be fully considered in
the decision-making process, in a government-to-government relationship. Resource information will be open and
accessible to American Indian tribes, including environmental, social, and economic information about a proposed
action and its probabl e effects.

Management decisions related to planning, interpretation, research, and cultural and natural resource management
are al covered by laws, regulations and policies calling for areview of impacts to resources and the need for
consultation with all affected American Indian tribes. NAGPRA requires park units to consult with American Indian
governments and religious leaders regarding the disposition of American Indian human remains, funerary objects,
sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony with which they can demonstrate lineal descent or cultural
affiliation. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, requires that tribes be consulted
concerning planned actions, and be invited to participate in the project scoping process.
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The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires that federally-funded projects identify affects
on cultural properties, and that American Indian tribes be invited to consult on preservation activities when an
undertaking or project affects Indian lands or properties of historic value to an Indian tribe on non-Indian lands.
Section 304(a) of this act makesit possible for agencies to maintain confidentiality of information obtained during
consultation regarding the location of sensitive historic resources. A systematic program of inventory, and
consultation might identify Traditional Cultural Properties eligible for National Register listing.

In fulfillment of the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, the preserve provides for the protection and
appropriate use of sites associated with traditional religions, and the use and possession of sacred objects. The
collection of information and consultation are also addressed in the following laws and policies: Archeological
Resource Protection Act of 1979, if issuance of a permit will result in harm to or destruction of asite that has
importance to that community; NPS Native American Relationships Management Policy, 1987; DO-28 (Cultural
Resources Management); NPS Management Policies, 1988; United States Department of the Interior, Executive
Order 3175, November 8, 1993; Executive Order 12898, issued by President Clinton on February 11, 1994; and
Executive Memorandum, issued by President Clinton on April 29, 1994.

In May 1997, afirst notice was sent to the culturally-affiliated tribes regarding the planning project; these tribes
included the Wichita and Affiliated Tribes, the Osage Nation of Oklahoma, the Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma, and
the Kaw Nation of Oklahoma. In June 1997, the planning team members met at various times with the Wichita and
the Kaw, and discussed planning issues, the GMP process, archeology and ethnographic resources, ongoing research
work, NAGPRA, and the possibility of including bison at the preserve. The Wichita discussed the importance of
Florence A flint and expressed their interest in being involved in archeological work at the preserve and in
participating in the planning process. The Kaw discussed the history of the Kaw presence in the area of the preserve.
A similar meeting was held in July with the Pawnee. In addition to the topics noted above, the Pawnee discussed the
need to consult with other tribes (Potowatomie, Sac & Fox, etc.).

In December 1997, anotice of the final Project Agreement was sent to the Kaw, Osage, Pawnee, and Wichita. In
February 1998, a notice of the final Project Agreement and information packets were sent to the lowa Tribe of
Kansas and Nebraska, the Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma, the Prairie Band of Potowatomie, the lowa Tribe of
Oklahoma, and the Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri; the team offered to meet with them. The tribes requested no
meetings.

In May 1998, the notice of preliminary alternatives was sent to the Kaw, Osage, Pawnee, Wichita, Sac and Fox
Nation of Oklahoma, Prairie Band of Potowatomie, lowa Tribe of Oklahoma, lowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska,
and Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri. In that same month, members of the planning team met with the Wichita,
Pawnee, and Kaw. Discussionsincluded waysthe tribes could be involved in interpretation programs at the
preserve. The Pawnee raised the question: Why were there no Native Americans on the Advisory Committee?

In January 1999, a notice of the draft preferred alternative was sent to the Kaw, Osage, Pawnee, Sac and Fox Nation
of Oklahoma, Prairie Band of Potowatomie, lowa Tribe of Oklahoma, lowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska, and Sac
and Fox National of Missouri.

On March 25 and 26, 1999, members of the team met with the Kaw and Pawnee respectively. At the meeting with
the Kaw, much of the discussion centered on Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990
(NAGPRA) and sacred sites protection. At the meeting with the Pawnee, the team expressed a need for written
comments on the draft preferred alternative. A second meeting with the full tribal council was scheduled for March
30 and was attended by the preserve superintendent. No major concerns with the draft preferred alternative were
expressed, though the Pawnee did express interest in being involved with activities at the preserve.

Opportunities for further consultation will be ongoing; theintent isfor open communications for the life of the
preserve.

Despite repeated attempts by mail and telephone, meetings could not be set up with the Osage. In
addition, none of the historically associated tribal groups responded to the letters or demonstrated
an interest in meeting with the planning team.
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The fina draft GMP/EIS was mailed to the four culturaly affiliated tribes (Kaw, Pawnee, Osage
and Wichita) in late November 1999, along with an invitation by the GMP team to meet and
discuss the document. Final drafts were likewise sent to the Kickapoo Tribe of Kansas, the lowa
Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska, the lowa Tribe of Oklahoma, the Sac and Fox Nation of
Oklahoma, the Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri, and the Prairie Band of Potawatomi; all were
invited to comment on the document. None of the tribes responded or expressed concern with the
material. None requested a meeting.

Tribes Consulted

lowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska
lowa Tribe of Oklahoma

Kaw Nation of Oklahoma
Kickapoo Tribe of Kansas
Osage Nation of Oklahoma
Pawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Prairie Band of Potowatomie

Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri
Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma
Wichitaand Affiliated Tribes

Compliance Regarding the Social Environment

The NPS recogni zes its obligations to provide public facilities that are accessible to and usable by all segments of
the visitor population, regardless of ability. Accessibility to and use of the preserve facilities by visitors with
physical and learning disabilities will continue to be provided in conformance with Architectural Barriers Act of
1969 (42 USC 4151 et seq.); Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 USC 701 et seq.); Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (Public Law 101-336, 104 Stat. 327); and any other applicable laws and regulations. To the greatest extent
possible, commensurate with their abilities, visitors with disabilities will be able to enjoy the preserve using the
same facilities and programs as the able-bodied; sensitive park planning and design will facilitate this goal.
Consultation and coordination of accessibility considerations will be devel oped with organizations whose members
have disabilities.

Currently, some areas and structures of the preserve are more accessible than others. The degree of accessibility is
limited by the age, design, and location of structures and facilities. Some new facilities will be accessible aswell as
some existing facilities that may experience restoration or rehabilitation as ADA recognizes that some historic
structures may not be made completely accessible without irretrievably harming the resource. This also appliesto
employee work areas.

Programmatic access for visitors with sensory- and learning-impai rments will be considered in al planning, new
construction, and rehabilitation.

Compliance Regarding Natural Resources

Endangered Species Act

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.) requires
all federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to ensure that any
action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the continued
existence of listed species or critical habitat.

Informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated by a letter dated
June 27, 1997, to determine if any endangered or threatened species existed in or near the
preserve. A response, dated July 11, 1997, stated that certain proposed endangered and
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threatened species and species of concern may occur in the area of the preserve (see Appendix 6
for acopy of the response).

To date, the Topeka shiner, a federally-listed endangered species, has been found in two of the
unnamed tributaries on the preserve. Therefore, the National Park Service prepared a biological
assessment as requied by 16 U.S.C. 8§ 1536 (c)(1) and submitted the assessment to the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. The FWS provided its concurrence with the determinations of the
biological assessment in a memorandum dated April 5, 2000 (see Appendix 6 for a copy of the
memorandum).

The NPS would continue to consult with the FWS regarding the need for future threatened and
endangered species surveys before beginning construction or rehabilitation activities. If such
species were found, the NPS would develop and implement measures in consultation with the
FWS to ensure that protected species would not be affected.

Asreguired by NPS Management Policies, the NPS would cooperate with the state of Kansas to ensure protection of
state-listed speciesin the park.

Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands

Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain Management) and 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) direct federal agenciesto
enhance floodplain and wetland resources, to avoid development in the floodplains and wetlands whenever thereisa
practicable alternative, and to avoid to the extent possible adverse impacts associated with the occupancy or
modification of floodplains or wetlands. At the request of the NPS, the NPT has requested that Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) survey the preserve to delineate the wetland areas.

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-98; 7 USC 4201 et seq.)

This act seeks to minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. It intends to ensure federal programs are administered in a manner
that, to the extent practicable, will be compatible with state, local government, and private programs and policiesto
protect farmland. | mplementing regulations associated with the act require agencies to coordinate with the NRCS to
evaluate the extent to which proposed actions and policies could affect farmland. The NPS consulted with the NRCS
to determine the applicability of the requirements of the act to actions proposed in the alternatives.

Some of the development proposed in the alternative would be located in areas that include lands considered to be
prime farmland. However, the development may not actually be located on the prime land. It is not possible at this
general level of planning to determine with certainty if prime farmland would be converted to a non-agricultural use.
Decisions about the exact location of development would be made as part of future, site-specific planning. If at that
time, it is determined that prime farmland would be impacted by the development, the NPS would initiate the
analysis necessary to comply with Farmland Protection Policy Act regulations.

Please see Appendix 5 for afull list of laws, regulations, and executive orders with which this planning effort and
resulting implementation activitieswill comply.
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LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS TO WHOM THIS

DOCUMENT HAS BEEN SENT

FEDERAL
AGENCIES/ORGANIZATIONS
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Environmental Protection Agency
Fish and Wildlife Service, Kansas Field Office
Kansas Congressional Delegation
Natural Resource Conservation Service

TRIBES

lowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska
lowa Tribe of Oklahoma

Kaw Nation

Kickapoo Tribe of Kansas

Osage Nation of Oklahoma

Pawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

Prairie Band of Potowatomie

Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri
Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma
Wichitaand Affiliated Tribes

STATE AGENCIESIORGANIZATIONS
Kansas Biological Survey
Kansas Corporation Commission, Oil and Gas
Conservation Division
Kansas Department of Agriculture
Kansas Department of Health and Environment
Kansas Department of Transportation
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
Kansas Division, Travel and Tourism
Kansas Division of Water Resources
Kansas Geological Survey
Kansas State Historic Preservation Officer
Kansas State Historical Society
Office of the Governor
State Representative, District 70
State Senator, District 17

OTH ER AGENCIESAND

ORGANIZATIONS
National Park Trust
National Parks and Conservation Association
Nature Conservancy, Kansas State Director
Kansas Farm Bureau
Kansas Livestock Association
Chase County Board of County Commissioners
Mayor and City Council, Cottonwood Falls
Mayor and City Council, Strong City
DakotaZoo
Grassland Heritage Foundation

Audubon of Kansas

Kansas Horse Council

The Wildlife Society, Kansas Chapter
National Wildlife Federation

Chase County Farm Bureau Association
Sierra Club, Kansas Chapter

OTHER ENTITIES
Adjacent Landowners
Enhancement Panel Participants
Sustainable Management Panel Participants

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Advisory
Committee



Public and Agency Review

PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW

The Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (DGMP/EIS) for the Tallgrass Prairie
National Preserve was available for public review from November 26, 1999 to January 25, 2000. Responses were
received by mail, Internet, and at four public open houses. Written comments were received from about 70
individuals, agencies, and organizations. About 70 people attended the open houses.

This section summarizes and responds to substantive comments on the DGMP/EI S that were received from the
public. The Council on Environmental Quality defines substantive comments as comments that:

(A) question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information

(B) question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis

(C) present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the document

(D) cause changesor revisionsin the proposal

In other words, substantive comments raise, debate, or question a point of fact or policy. Commentsin favor of or
against the proposed action or alternatives, or those that only agree or disagree with NPS policy are not included.

While public input isfundamental to responsible planning, it is only onetool that decision-makers use to determine
an appropriate course of action. The laws, regulations, and policies that govern the National Park Service and
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve also must be considered, as does the base of knowledge about the resources of
the preserve and the professional judgement of those who are charged with management of the preserve. The NPS
must respond to the whole of public input and must consider the merits of comments received from adiverse public
and other agenciesin the context of resource information, laws and mandates, and sound management practices.

Many commentors made suggestions or asked about matters that are usually not addressed in general management
plans, but rather in follow-up implementation plans. The National Park Service appreciates these comments, and
will use them when implementation planning begins.

Agency and Organization Comments

Written comments from agencies, organizations, and business interests are reprinted on the following pages.
National Park Service responses to those comments are included. Citizen comments follow the organization
comments.
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bfr, William W. Schenk
Regional Director
Mational Park Servics
1708 Jeckson Street
(hmaha, ME 681022571

re: Review of the Tallgrass Pratrie National Preserve Draft General Management Plan
and Exvironmental Impact Statement

Diear e Schenk:

The Enviranmental Protectica Agency has reviewed the Traft Geaeral
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (Diraft GMPYEIS) for the
Tallgrass Prairic National Preserve located in Kansas, Our review is provided puTsnant
to the Masienal Enviresmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 U.5.C. 4231, Council an
Envirsnmental Quality (CEQ) repulations 40 C.F K. Parts 1500-1 508, and Section 309
of the Clean Air Act (CAA)

The National Park Service (NPS) proposes 1o bmplement 8 General Management
Plan ta guide park management decisions for the next 10-15 years, The Draft GMPEIS
exploges a ranpe of altematives thar invalve changes to the vperstion and mainlenance of
land owned by the Mational Park Trust which will be manaped by the WS through a
coapemtive agreement, The proposed action focusss on the integrated management of
the natural and cultaral resources of the preserve based on the idea that the preserve is a
unit in the Marional Park System established 1o preserve, protec, and interpret for the
public a remnant of the onee vast tallgrass prairie sceaysiem, and thar this remnant exises
today becaise of a complex history of inferaction between people and land,

Based on cur overall review we have assigned the DEIS 2 raung of LO - Lack of
Olbjections. A copy of EPA’S mting sysiem criteria is enclossd. EPA has, however,
identified several aress in which the Final General Management Flan and Environmental
Impact Statement (Final GMP/ELS) might be mproved:

&)

RECTCLE %
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Loy

‘We found the Comularive Impacts Section to be the weakest part of the document.
L Ins the Final GMP/ELS, preparers should expand that 2ection 10 include the
pecessary elements oulined in 40 CFR 1508.7, which defines "cumulatine
impacts.” The Final GMP/ELS should inelude a discussion of odher past, present,
and futare activities within the area (and their impacts upon the same resoiroes
that might be lmpacted by the propesed project alone). The Council on
Enmvironmental Quality's '57 Report, “Corsidering Cumulative Effecty Under the
Narignel Emdrormental Policy Aer™ and EPA"s May 1599 puidance,
“Conridération or Commuiative fmpacts in EPA Review of NEFA Documents, ™
migit alsa be helpful in developing an appropriste discussion of cumulative
lmpacts. A copy of each is provided as enclogures o this lemer.

[ Anather arca of the Dralt GMPVELS which needs farther explanation is the
e conditions under which catlle grazing and ranching activities will continus
in Sectien I, Alternatives and Propoded Action. Faor example, the number
af cattle andor bison that will be allowed to graze on the preserve and
mare delziled information on where and when they will be allowed fo
graze, This information is nesded 1o assess direct, indiress, and cumulative
impacts to the natural landscape. This informarion will leo assis the
puablic in understanding the role thar graxing plays in the management of
native prass species, and will also facilitate a more complete analyss of
patendial non-podint source pallatant contributions within the watsrshed.

EPA commends the National Park Servics for their extensive efforts in
inseragency coordinaiion, seeking public participation, and for including a wide range of
alternatives. We appreciate working with your staff on this peneral manapermnent plan,
and appreciate their prompt follow-up on providing additional materials with which o
asgist our review. Please send ane copy of the Final GWPELS to this office ar the same
time it is offickally filed with our Washingtor, D.C. office. If you have any questions,
pheacs comact Rovee B, Kemp at (91315517451,

Sincerely,
L7 Gz

i
i Jaseph E. Cothern
“—<"WEPA Team Lender
Enclosurs{s)

eo: Michael Madell, NPS
Pearl Young, EPA - OFA

#64 - United States Environmental Protection Agency

1. Few cumulative impacts are anticipated from actions
described in this plan. However, text has been added to the
appropriate sections of the environmental consequences
discussion to further clarify possible cumulative affects.
Cumulative impacts would also be discussed as part of future
site-specific or project-specific environmental analysis that
tier from this document.

2. Thesedetailswill be discussed in the Bison and V egetation

Management Plans to be prepared after approval of this
General Management Plan.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AKD WILDLIFE SERVICE
Kaumin Pl Sdfce
2 Hemmoa e, Sure B
Mistnin, Eesia 840105171

February 17, 1004

MEMORANDUM
To: Superintendent, Tallgrass Prairie National Pressrve, Cotlonwood Falls, KS
From: Field Supervisor, Kansas Field Office, Manhattan, K35

Subject:  Beview of the Drafi Geperal Management Plag and Eovironmental Impact
Statement for Tallgrass Prairie Mational Preserve, Kansas,

The U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Kansas Field Offics has reviewed the subject documen:
and has the following preliminary comments. Offisial comments will be provided through the
our Regional Environmental Qfficer ér through our Washingion Office of Eavironmental
Policy and Compliance,

We believe the draft management plan and Environmental Impact Statement is geaerally well
done and has sddressed most of the important issues with the propesed project,

The Fich and Wildlife Service (FWS} is available 1o coordinate further with the Park Service
on research effors 1 guide mansgement decisions regarding restoration of Topeka shiner
habitat under the preferred alternative.

j' Hitisdsmmmmupmmmugmmmhnmpm&mmmuuunsmy

. adwersely affect the Topeka shiner the Matiorsl Park Service (NPS) should request formal
Sectien 7 consultarion with the Service. If there will be 1o impact, there is oo need for further
consultation. To help make this determination the NPS should conduct and submit 1o the FWS
& Mological assessment, pursuant to Section 7 (c) of the Endangered Specied Aci to determine
the cffeces of the proposed project an listed species. Your final Environmental Impact
Statement should include the results of this biological assessment. Specific guidance and
policy regarding preparstion of a biolegical assessmemt may be found in 50 CFR 402,12, At

your request our office will provide technical assistapce 10 the NPS during developesent of this
binlogheal assessment

For technical assistance please conact me a1 785 5363474 ext 105 or Dan Mulbern ar ext, 109,

We appreciate the opporiunity 10 review thess documents,

R Sy é”@{

€T

#67 - United States Fish & Wildlife Service

1. A biological assessment was prepared and submitted to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on March 28, 2000. Inits
response to the biological assessment (dated April 5, 2000), the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the
determinations regarding the Topeka shiner and the bald eagle.
(See Appendix 6.)

Text has been added to the description of the
affected environment and to the discussion of
impacts to reflect the determinations of the
assessment.
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BILL CRAVES, GOVERNOR,
Jamie Clover Adami, Secretary of Apniculre

STATE OF KANSAS

] Dinvimon of Water Resaurces
_}_09 5:_ -;m:....ﬁ.: e M T2 wm Duvid L. Pogm, ,_—_,":fEﬂgmm
opekca. Kansas 666121240 108 5W Pt Servwt, Ind Floor
(THE) 154-3558

FAX (TES] 206 B

Tagmeka. KIS 6613-1183
17851 1963717  FAX (7R5) 19e-11%e

)

KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

L3 RS
Ny
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damuary 11, 20m0

Mr. Stephen T Miller, Superistendent
United States Department of Lnterior
Mational Park Service

Tallgrass Pramie Mational Presecve OHfice
P.0. Box $85, 226 Broadway
Cottionwood Falls, Kansas G5545-0505

Diear Mr. Miller

Thandk you fix the opportusiey for cur agency 1o review the “Draft General Management Plas
and Environmental Impact Statement” dated Oetober 1999, for the Tallgrass Prasrie Mational
Preserve in Chase County, Kansas. Wise use and preservation of cur natural resources for benefit
of Kansas citizens showld be a joint effors by aur agencies

Fron your repoet, it is noted that the preserve consists of 10,804 acres of rolling

i ki 3 i 1 grassland.
Twa major creeks cross the property, Fox Creek and & tributary, Palmer Creek Mumerous Springs,
.ﬂﬂmind Stock pands dot the landseape and maks up some of the water resources for the preserve

p:iurmduin;immmewu'a:&mﬁmﬂmmmgmgmﬁmmmﬂmhgmﬁau
Trom -hief Engineer, S0 of Water Resources, 1t s noted that you may propase 1o create

As you know, the Division of Water Resources, Karsas depastmnent of Agricubia
m:lrl:m.isl.er.s laws poverning water resqurce managemens ing!',ianm K5A Eza-?lc:'ﬂrufdm Wt{;
Appropristion Act ststes in part that a permit fram the Division of Water Resources is required prioe
1o e of water for any purpose, except for domestic use and the anoual diversion and beneficial s
of not mare than 15 acre-feet of surface water unpounded in sny reservoir having a total water
vﬁfi.npu: af less than 15 acre-fpet, Also, by law the vilation of amy condition or limitation under &n
st water right is not allowed.  Thesefore, if the proposed progect will result in o change in type
of use, a¢ cuzse the use of water in excess of the uantity of rate now authorized, or, if you have no

FRTCENEneG Al 15 rectetional USe. [T you desre o Gh0mS 3 wi !
of witer, you showld file an application for permet b appropriale watsr primm I
of the water  Recreational use of water is defined by AR S0=1{w) as the use of water in
am}r:.: with & water right whach provides entertainment, emgoyment, relacation, and fish and
dlife b ..5 ; ection 3, Ma Foes urces, Water Resources, page &0 of your i Ted
satement, 1t 15 mentoned there are 26 constructed stock ponds, including ane 200 acee-foat
walershed retenticn mepoundment. The 200 acre-foor watershed retention impaundment and any

Eqwal Dgpcmaniny in Exployrent and Sorvmn

#35 — Kansas Department of Agriculture

1. Comment acknowledged.

2. Whilethe proposed plan does cite fishing as a potential day use
recreational activity, the National Park Service does not anticipate
the need to create additional impoundments of water resources.

3. Comment acknowledged.

4. The Payton Creek Watershed District Number 71 controls the 200-
acre retention impoundment referenced. The district has confirmed
that they have the necessary permit (#DCS-0142). Language has
been added to the Water Resources Section (page 72) to clarify who
controls thisimpoundment. The National Park Service understands
that existing ponds on the Preserve are exempt from permit
requirements, as they are used solely for livestock purposes.
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Mr. Stephen T. Miller, Superimendent
Page 2

stock pomd with 2 sorage of 15 acre-foot or grester will require 3 peroul io appropriate water,
Mense complete an application for permit to appropriate water for beneficinl use and submit it to this
affice far each diversion of surface waser that is |5 acre-feet or more per calendar year Please le
15 o o many apphications for permit to appropriate water for beneficial use vou desire and we
will send the forms 1o you.

Twn sate laws, the Stream Obstructions Act (K5 A 822-101 1o 305) and the Leves Law |
(K5 A 24-126) appear to have applicabisty in the alternatives proposed. Bridpes, culverts, chanmel
changes &id Structures thet are capable of impounding more than 30 scre-feet at the tap of the
structure would need to oblain a permit from our affices if Iocated on gonsFederal lands, Alsa, any
fills in: Aowedplains on son-Federal lands may need a permit from aur office

1 harve enclosed for your informagion, 2 copy of the Kansas Water Appropriation Act (RS A
E2a-T01 ef seq) and & copy of the Aules and Regulations Kansss Water Approprintion Act, K5 A
24-126, K.5. A 24-105 and K.5 A, 82a-30] 10 305,

Again, [ appreciate the opportusity to review and comment on this comprebensve general
manzgement plan and emvironmental impact statement for the Tallgrass Praifie National Preserve,
The Preserve will undoubtably be of great besefit 1o Kansans by enhancing thesr awareness asd
knowledge of the tallgrass prairie ecosytsem.

IF you have fisrther questions, plesse feel fres to contact our office.
Sincerely yqur;/@L
David L. Pope, P.E.

Chief Enginesr
DLPgr

5. Comment acknowledged. Permits will be sought if necessary.
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KANSAS GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 1930 Comalant Ave. Cimpus Wil '

"'Z_\'g ]

| The Univeesity of Kansas

| Lawrence, Kanesy GHO47T-3724
| phooe TE%5-06q: 3955
J Fax FAR-B&3.531%

Jasary 23, 2000

Stephen Miller

Superimendent

Natonal Park Service

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve
PO, Box 585

Costomwood Falls, K5 66345

Dear Mr. Maller:

[ have examined the Draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Ststement for
Tallgrass Prairie Mational Preserve In general, the documens appears o cover well the diverse
character and fiature interests for the ares. The following comments relate to the hydrogeology
and water quality of the area and &re meant 1o supplement informatzon for the plan and
satement.

Spiings and secps

The seeps and springs of the Preserve are & particular chasseteristic of the Fhint Hills &nd
therefare the type of prairie in the Preserve. The alternating layers of shales and limestones thar
underlic the area provide & system of several waker-bearing zones. The Sactures in the
|imesaones corain water and allaw its subsurface movement The fractures have heen widensd
thraugh geologic time by dissolution of the limestene by the flowing water. The shales are lese
permueaiile and separate the water-bearing zones, albough the shales are fracmured encugh 1o
llovw very slaw movement of water from o limestone usit te another. The erosion of the land
urface of the Fliat Hills to produce pronounced kills and valleys results in £ land form thar
imtersects the water beartng zomes and creates the conditions under which the water in the
limestones can discharge to the surfsce 1o form springs and seeps. The limestooes are not thick
s do not ocour in a mere bumsd enviroament as in Missoun, therefore cave systems in the Flint
Hills are much rarer than in Missouri and the size of springs smaller, However, the springs 2nd
seeps provide o special environment I the landscape becase they often provide & perennial
source of water af the surfice during condthons when the rest of the land surface is dry. This
allaws 2 different local ecasysiem o develop.

One of the characteristics of springs that adds to the daversity of the ecosystem is that the
variation in water temperature of spring water is much lass thas air lemperature. [n general, the
larger the seep or spring Aow and the lower the spring is o a hill in the Fline Hills, the smaller
the variation in water temperansre throughout the vear. The SPring tempersture varies about the
averdge air femperature. Thus, the spring water is warmer than the air iemperature in the winter
and eooler thas the sir in the summer. The warmes temperature aof spring water than of the air in

#54 - Kansas Geological Survey

Thank you for your comments. We have added the Oil and Gas
Conservation Division of the Kansas Corporation Commission to
the distribution list for the final General Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement.
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tbe winter often suppars sslected plan: lifs through the wanter period  During the summes, the
cooler and consant water sorce sgain provides diversity 10 the Ioeal ecosystem

Page 30 of the documest indicates that stock ponds found 1o be of low value based on evaluation
may be remaved Many ponds in the Flint Hills were built ar leeations where there were seeps of
springs to belp provide water for the surface water bady. Therefore, action to remove bow value
ponds would help reestablishment of the natsral chasacter of the prairie by restoring the ariginal
Spring envirgnment.

Seaff of the Kansas Geological Survey (Rex Buchenan and Raben Sawin) have worked with an
independent geologist (Wayne Lebeack) mo produce twi publizations that may be of interest 1o
those evaluating the natural resowrees of the Preserve. These wionld be worth adding 1o the
Ibliography m the Preserve document.

Buchanan, R.C, RS Sawin, and W Lebsack, 1958, Kansas Springs. Kansas Geologieal Survey,
Publie Information Circulsr 11, Lawrence, K5

Sawin, B 5 R.C. Buchanan, and W, Lsbsack, 1999 Flint Hills Springs. Kansas Academy of
Srience, Transactions vol 102 (1-3): [-3]

Agency listing for review and comment

Page 119 lists agencies and organizations to whicl the Preserve decument was sent for review
and comment. The Oil and Gs Conservation Division of the Kansss Corporation Commission
i5 missing from this list It is impartant 1o inchede this agency in your planning and management
sctivities because they are respensible for making sure the oil and gas operations on the Presesye
praperty Fallcw the regulations pratecting the emironment. For example, thers are regulations
regardirg the disposal of the saltwater thar dccompanies the oil pumped from a well. In Kansas,
the amount of saltwater in the fluid pumped from an oil well i typically over 90%; the amount
of oil is oniy several percent of the total fuid. The salbwiter is separated from the il and carried
by pipes buried in the soil or by a tank truck to g dispesal well where the salowater is sither
injected or allowed ta flow by gravity o the deep subsurface.

The following 15 comaet information for the Ol and Gas Conservaticn Davision:

Maursce Korphage, Director

(il and Gas Conservation Division
Kansas Carporation Commission
13005, Market Strees, Suite 2175
Whchita, KS &7202-3802

Phane: {316} 337-6200

Fax: (316333176211

E-mail: m korphage@ke state ks us

[ bope tha: the abawve informarion wall e of value 1 you Best wishes tn vour endeavars to
manage Lhe Mational Preserve
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Danald Whittemore
Chief, Geohydrodooy Saction

C. Lee Allison, Direcior
William Harrison_ Dieguty Director
Rt Buchanan, Associate Director for Public Ouresch
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Pl se ERAR Gt PRLLARIS FRALRIE MrRES it
wAicbtuan,  Afnfpo [
STATE OF HANSAS
EANSAS DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE & PARES
Region & Offics
GEYE . 2th Rorth
Wi, K2 67220
lem:rum,mu
Februnry 8, 2004
Steve Miller
P.O. box 585
Z26 Broadway

Cottoneood Falls, K5 66845
Digar Mr. Miller,

mmmmwmwmmmm' allgrass Prairie Natio
" the T. i }
mmnﬁnm&mmwﬁwhwﬂhm. =

mhmﬁwmﬂMWWMwumm' orth Americs of whickh
- i -y . mN
Wgnhtnm@mﬁhm%hﬂm&“ﬂ

abermative. Because many of the large carniverss have heen et bunting or controlled reductio
] ! T extrpated, Bed i
::du@mu:;:mmwwﬁwmwhmy;;ﬂm Bydwauiing
Efizng 0 E'-l-'hbiﬂhwg_ ﬂrhntﬂaudmhdhlhmw i
mwﬁﬂxmwﬂhdmmﬁucﬁmﬁynf&ﬁﬂmmﬂmﬁmﬁﬁu

hmmmmmmqmmrm

i . Many early settiers descrihed

mﬂmﬁ;ﬁ mmﬂuﬂ;mﬂuﬂmmm Thet'?‘:d];:uﬁhit

) reserve many OPPOTTURITY b experience & tallgrass prairie COOEYFIEm

firsthand. Ihmmﬁmghwﬂdmrhemmmmhmwh
= 3 ;

ilﬂm:lml BrOsyEem, i therefn thbkwﬂmcmmmnuhmuwdumﬂngmd

Thank you for the opportusity to provide these comments and recormmendstions.
Mnimmﬁmh@umﬂmmmhmmm

Sincerely,

% 1 C e
Kea MeCloskey, Acting Region 4 Fith and Wildife Supervisor

#65 - Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks

Thank you for your comments.
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Attachment 4
Frongher and Elk Restoration m Kapsss Flin: Hills

huqhummr:huudmdmmhmmoﬂ}: mmmnpmpmmwuwhm
mmmhudamwmfoﬂh:pmjmmnhdmmﬁmhkmmmbﬁm Six releases

with & total of 386 pronghorn bave been made since 1978, Pronghom dispersal from the release site was

mimimized by the combinstion of the physiea! fesures of the South Fark of the Contenwood Rives, the

ThulimuuﬁmpmjmhgmhFﬂrwlﬂﬁmd:mﬁmﬁmﬂmrim. In all, there have keen
SMJ]:r:insedqunRﬂn.mimﬂmmidlr. Anmual controlled bunting seasons were itiated in
1990 for aduit bulls and in 1996 for notlerless el As of February 2000, 34 bulls and 63 antlerless elk had
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Jamisary 5, 1999

Dena Sanford

Architecrural Historian
Natianal Park Service
Midwest Suppart Office

1708 Jackson Strees Floor 4
Crmaha, Mebraska 63102-2571

Diear M3, Sanford:

D‘lﬂ_m‘ﬁ:‘: has reviewed the General Management Plan for the Tallgrass Prainic
Matioesl Preserve and is penerally supportive of the preferred altemative

Wz_q.p_p'r:ciau the apponunity 1 commear on the GMF and look farward 10
reviewing future Tallgass Prairie Mational Preserve reports.

Simcerely,

PR,

Ramon Fawers
Srare Histaric Preservasion Officer

#69 - Kansas State Historical Society

Thank you for your comments.
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#31 - Kansas State University Cooper ative Extension Service
Thank you for your comments.

Coaperative Extensan Sarvce
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Sleve Miller,

I'm aflering thes letler in support of the prelerred allamative for the
Ganearal Manesgement Plan faf the Tallgrass Presarve

Ao of work and expense has gone mio the development of this
plan. and you, your 138, and vour sommittees sre fo be commended for
thar allorts

Pleaze consader the fallowing 25 reasons o accepd the prefarrad
albemmative.

%. This alternative fallows the legistative mandate o preserve,
protect. and interpret for the public” he {allgrass praine ecosystem, and
the historic and culfural values represented on the ranch.

#. This albernative tells the story of the praire from pre-setlemant
through the early days of ranching to modem day praciices demonstrating
propar management and cane of the praiie environment

3. The preferred alternative has the pobential to serve 25 an
example of good resoures stewardship and witimately be a role mode! ta
all thase who presently manage a padt of the talligrass praire. This “ripple
affect” will extend your efforts o *presense and protect” beyond the
boundaries of tha preserve. By example, the preferred allermative, could
hawve an impact on many mare thousands of acres of taligrass prairie.

4. Becauge the prelesred altemative |s comprised of several
management concapts (buffalo, cow herds, yearing grazing. wngrazed
areas) this plan will aliow the praife ecosystam to fully express its
divarsity.

. This plan looks o be & good mix of praife presarvation and
visitor access. Theowgh this plan the praire can be cared for and alsa fully
utilizad by the American public
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Im closing, the preferred altemative is not a perfect plan, and
several resource management toncepts need o be refined. However, this
is a workable management plan that will fit the community, the Flint Hills,
and tha kegislative mandates and intent.

Please accept these comments in suppor of the preferred
altermnative,

Sincerely,
Michaal 5. Holder
County Agent, Agrcullure
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Piscrend 1208 155

City of @' 1
Cottonwood Falls

Cotbamenad Fails, ES 65845

[Fi6) 2726666

Dok by Diseita Dprrs
T - 18T

Drecenmber 06, 1999

Steve Miller
Cononwood Falls, KS 66845

[Dear Steve,

[ asm wrstmng this letter 1o show supper for the managemenit plan for the Tallorass Preserve. [
think 1l 15 an exceilent plan that will show visitor many aspects of peairie [ T feel that a grea
teztl of time and planning have gone into making this plan. It is mow time oo mplement
evervone s hard work

[ appreciate the fimme that has been 1aken to ok #1 all aspeets From everyone's pointl of view, |
fee! that this is the best plan for all concerned. 1 appreciate the ohjectivaty that has been used in
makmg the plan

Thanks for your time and consderation.

Sincerely,

Mary |:]l.‘lr|'. Bl

Mayoar

#11 - City of Cottonwood Falls

Thank you for your comments.
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Audubon of Kansas

Steve Miller

Superintendent

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve
Mational Park Service

P Box 585

Cottonwood Falls, K5 66845

January 25, 2004

. Dear Me. Miller and Members of Plapning Team:

* The purpose of this lettér is to formally comment on behalf of
H E k Aundubon of Ka
on the Dralt General Management Pl ; i
Tallgrass Prairie National ?f"rux:rw. AEnvironmental Impact Statement for the

Unfortunately, this Draft Genera Management Plan for the Tallgrs iri

National Preserve fails ta meet the prairie and wildlife reg:nratignﬁ::ratﬂ::-ns of

many of our members and many of those who commented eaplier on the alternative

m:naﬁ-:m_eu[ plans previously sutlined. This fact is particalarly evident when the
an Is viewed in light of the public comments recelved by the Mational Park

Service. The reports _"Anul:m's of Fublic Comments to the Draft Preferred

Ma.n?_grmem Alternative for Tzilﬁrm Prairie National Preserve of May 27, 1900

and "Content Analysis of Public Input for the Development of the General |

Management Plan of the Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve: AN UPDATE" of

July 1, 1998 reveal that the ndents requested that the pian place

emphatis on prairi¢ preservalion, relnfroduction of native wildlile Species i

expansion of bison introduction area, while asking that there be less emph'asis an
e raring on the Preserve. Collectively, 3 majority of the public comments

T oy e Ma AT [ i

#&;ZJ:::;;EEJLLML:“LLHM have devu:ted a large arrea“tg r:introdlftii.n’m ul'r"l.L::ivr

I LET g
strategies to enhance p-r:lir%:’.;:::rsi:-_::i bl ] TR

restoration of the native flora apd faone, and less i
Pt i ! on conventional cattle prazing

The draft management plan should be redesigned to place much more emphasis fmi

. Unfortunately, this Draft General Ma
s nagement Plan devotes less than one tenth of

the property within the preserve to reintroduction of bison. The plan prematurely
and inappropriately eliminates the possible reintroduction of pronghorn antelope
or elk from further study. Thev were the sther prominent i .
a on the Ransas pralrie prior to seillement. So riers of the prese i
long envisioned restoration of native wildlife on a smmmi;] part E'r th:“ have
pr_lue_rve. An Appertunity o see bison, elk, pronghorn antelope and other
wildlife in a natural prairic landscape would be one of the most significant
attractions for visiters to the preserve in the future,

#63 - Audubon of Kansas

1. Public comments, along with existing scholarly and scientific
information, new information devel oped during and for the
planning effort, information obtained during consultation, and
the professional judgement of planning team members and
consultants were all used to develop and refine the preferred
management alternative. It is also important to note that the
public comments that were received were offered on a self-
selected basis. It is not the result of a scientifically rigorous
process.

2. Thefocus of the preferred alternative is on incorporating the
key processes, fire and grazing, to increase the abundance of
dominant native species, maintain characteristic popul ations of
rare species and key functional groups, and to reduce or
eliminate exotic species. Thiswould be achieved in part
through the use of fire and different grazing regimesin various
combinations that vary over time and location creating a
dynamic and heterogeneous landscape. In addition, visitors
would then have the opportunity to experience the preserve and
prairie landscape.

3. Thecommentor isreferred to the correspondence from the
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks and to #2 above.
While acknowledging that the spatial and temporal patterns of
grazing and their impacts differ between cattle and bison,
detailed and controlled studies on the impactsto plant species
composition have not been completed.
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Al L'h::: E’fﬁ{fﬁ?"’ :nilr::kup:ﬁgupulnﬁun reintroduced in the southeastern part
nty oo eased consistently or substantially av he
small population continues to exist, and it s o ivab el i e
| le that a similar lati
could exist as well on the %000 gere fontlork o
st 3 N prairie landse on the ¥
&H:Egblnwj:}“g& hj::ﬂg}gh}:ﬁ:L-:-I:herhrupulali-;lns of pa;;:rl[,"hﬂrn nﬁm:;eﬁnwginﬁs
3 shooting, this mortality focter would probably be mi
on the Preserve. In addition, further 8 o o oot
' ; h study may reveal that awners and
ofri:ﬂiznlhplﬂperly n_-ughl be receptive o reintroduction--thas, elmumtlzieﬁl:m
:ﬂeﬁr m‘lurenhi::i;:ﬁr?’“i:d i the plan r:gﬂrdLuu: the likelihood that the animals
T Jorth derass property lines throogh existing f
the liy, oceurs on virtually all unies of the National 1§nrk Sjﬁltu:l'll ?g::x.hm':[;hu, b
profighorn antelepe (e.g. Badlands, Theadars Rossevelt, Grand Teton, ete.].
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. ¥ the Missouri Department of Nat
oo o e prl Se Pk e Tl o e by e Natona
5 e ational Preserve in Kansas. To discard the
possibility of further study for the potential f i i e
antelope or elk on the Preserve '-iilpshor[ :hn:::':h:!:;g:rd:juﬂl? t:t‘r;:;ﬁh:rn
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revenie o surrounding communitics and the state of Kansas

#::enm;&e -.:ﬂ-ca:l ol an interpretative focus on the legacy g nching ag
7 E -

:Eﬂ'uih;:ml;;ig”ﬁnmﬁﬁﬁjmci?ﬁg‘i E-;pr;:;i;ilt;a:ﬁ?::milm:;ﬁ::' [I::TIIIE
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Visitorswill come to the preserve for avariety of reasons related to
the natural and cultural resources and access for public use. The
preferred alternative would result in an increase in the number and
variety of native wildlife species and offer visitors greater
opportunities overall to enjoy wildlife. Analysis of the impacts of
the preferred alternative to the socioeconomic environment
supports ageneral conclusion that the local economy would

benefit.

The commentor is again referred to #2 above. The plan proposes to
use fire and grazing in arrangements unlike the ones now used in
the majority of the area around the preserve. Currently, most of the
prairie around the preserve is burned completely and annually
during the spring. While other grazing regimes are used, aregime
of early, intensive stocking is common. The result of the Preferred
Alternative will be adynamic mosaic, not the largely homogenous
landscape found now.
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1.

grasslands--other resource values should be aiw
of the preserve. It is a Tullprass Prairie Nafio
grascland with permanent grazing allotments.

en priority on a large proportion
nal Preserve, net 3 national

_property, and any changs may require

:-:'Ee Prr::g;:ize lh:;l: LE‘m rxésl].ing private graring lease chould be
Lng profocel, and honored untl it can be acquired. Tt m:

Impartant element of National Park Trust funding qu the chmi“.;i ?:'v:hnlam“ o

propeety. Wit that in mind we are lndebted to both the Trust and to the

leaseholder. Howewver, the plan for the Tallgrass Prairie Mational Pressrve

should look beyond the immediate restraings of the leace and praject che long

blished national vision as the |

ong term plan for the preserve. Man
emphasts §0r mosl o preserve shaong Fi = = Ll
and animal communities,

incorporated into

It must also be recognized that the grazin

u e g lease has the patentizl ¢
r;nncl: manusgement aptions for the Preserve, Mothing cﬂ be :haSZE;E::m}mul
the approval of the Trust and the enlerprise that holds a long term lease on the

4 substantial pavment te th
e lense, ohYIHLE Tha e FRETT tkm:mhu

Plam, | T« M steing IRe [vase.

apprised of what the financial obligation '-'N:IEIH. be to Te:ire{ilﬁ.:l:.- ::n:j the ]ea:

an acre hy acre basis at any time aver the 35 year Ufe of the leaze. Tt h: i

even been available to the Adwisory Committee. Because of its ]};}[Eﬂliﬁ]:‘}{um#!

]m every aspect of the process, including selection of the Preferred Plan, the

ease should ke made a part of :hrﬂhliu record and included in the :

ij”"mm' Impact Statement. re Is no compelling resson for it e he

I|:|.mefn':|lr: public serutiny to determine if, in fact, it has an infloence on the

:Jh:ni here are no compelling reasons why the public should not be able to see
ease and know whal restrains, contractusl or implied, are imposed on

management option: ! ' i vaLi
rk[_; o plions available to the National Park Seevice andior the National

Cansider, for example, il there was a le
5 : wse fo extract minerals below ground
;uder Yellowstone, the public reaction would demand disclosure of l:hi lease o
TetlnFrm:nePLt‘ the thermal resources would be affected. The Mora and fauna of ihe
N:tﬁl?f . ml:n;vhtuﬂtumatdi’usnﬂe are the primary resources of this unit of the
: ark system, and requirements for livestock grazing and burni
have a dramatic impact on which species strive and which :?::rics are d?ii:rhed.

At present the property is operated under i i

] ! ery A grazing lease that invalv '
:mzﬁ'iu;-mg :t;s\::;tual[}'_ all roi‘ I!h'.re native prassland on the nnch??otal.:::&ﬂ bw

e grazing (grazing at double the normal stocki {

first three months of the growing season). This grazi e

i n . ng stralegy i
eiin]urlnnu:s Jnesting and brood habitat for most Zl‘lsEsLubd Ljrpirri;]?ﬁ :ﬁe;:gl&:r
pralrie chicken. Although intensive early season stocking is inereasingly uwsed
with success J};r producers to maximize beef gains oh a per acre basis on private
Pasture lands in the ares, teaditional Practices with lower stocking rates and

lomger int i ildli
pr:gsen':. ervals between burning would be more favarable for wildlife on the

With the exception of the major overarching Mlaws sutlined above.-n

adequately plan for the restoration of native wildlife [llirn. 16

populations—we believe that

10.

The desired futures that appear on pages 10-12 provide the
long term vision for the preserve. The preferred aternative
describes what is reasonably expected for the life of this
genera management plan.

Comment acknowledged. Public Law 104-333 defines the
purposes for the preserve. One of those purposesis the
preservation, protection, and interpretation for the public of an
example of atalgrass prairie ecosystem. The other purpose is
the preservation and interpretation for the public of the historic
and cultural values represented on the Spring Hill Ranch.

The GMP/EIS acknowledges the existing grazing lease, as well
asthe oil and gaslease, as an existing condition.
Implementation of any action aternative, including the
Preferred Alternative, would require the buyback of at least
some portion of the current lease.

The lease is a private contractual agreement between the
National Park Trust and the leaseholder. Release of information
regarding the lease would be at the discretion of the NPT and
the leasehol der.

Comment acknowledged. The commentor is referred to Page
26, and the discussion on the relationship between National
Park Service and National Park Trust, and Page 92, Existing
Specia Uses regarding aspects of the lease and NPT's current
management objectives.
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the Park Service team did an excellent job of planning mast other important
elements of the preserve. This Includes preservation of the him-—iepfssus
r:ndﬂtum.i, amd incargaration of an interpretative and munagement emphasis on
the legacy of ranching by wiilizing the ranchstead and associated lands for this
purpese, [ compliment the planning team for the-Fline Hills Ranching Legacy
element of the plan and for focusing on that subject in the area agtocisted with the
ranch house, barn, ather historic buildings and the adjoscent fiebds which were
anee cultivated. Emphasis on the coltural resources in this aren deserve the
priority afforded them in the draft plan, Retaining the ranching character of the
histaric Z-Bar/Spring Hill Ranch headguarters, establishment of historie breeds
:E;Ii:l:?:sth;am?j Ih-qs::!.-ls, ;nﬂl use of historic crops to help interpret the

ural and ranching heritage of this area wi ilic i
Sl a Ir"“rmg I ill sigrificantly contribute to the

We are also pleased with plars 1o restore nativ

¢ plant communities o some of the
lields along Fox Creek. The concepts emerging o acco isii
the property are applauded. s ok RURNSAO Matiar: Aeceud. b

:‘-’e are grateful for the widespresd Kansas and national support that the Preserve

F?L'&;::Elzidl :mi for the 5|;p|::1r1 of local communities. We are confident that the
M become cne af the most imporiant " desti b i

Kanmsas and for visitors to the stale. v Stimians o intleny within

Please continue to improve the Drafl Gen

; eral Management Plan for the Tallgrass
E‘ﬁiri_e .Nzl:lr.\nial Preserve, America’s only epportunity 1o recreate and p.r:sr.?-:ru a
tallgrass prairie ecosvstem within the MNationzl Park Service preservation svstem.

Sincerel

e
— f
o sq_v@,k
Kan I-u'.‘lq:H:nslc{* Qt/ﬁk

Executive Directar
Aundubon of Kansas
513 Junjper Dirive
Manhattan, K5 66502

11. Webelieve the subject of "restoration of native wildlife populations"

has been adequately treated for the scope of the General
Management Plan. Detailed discussions regarding the feasibility of
introducing animal species (bison will be addressed in aBison
Management Plan, GMP, page A-5) are beyond the scope of this
plan. Some species, such as elk and pronghorn antelope, are
discussed on page 32 of the GMP and within an attachment to the
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks comment |etter dated
February 8, 2000. Thisletter discusses concernsthat "'Landowner
tolerance for these speciesis currently inadequate for their
management without intense population management efforts by
public agencies, and is not recommended.” Consideration of other
species would depend on their historic range, public controversy,
land area and home range, and other issues too detailed for the
General Management Plan.
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rr— -::l_z"-!lr,"-?? @

December &, 1995

Superimenden:

Tallgrass Praimie Maticnal Presere
F.0. Bax 385

Conorwood Ealls, K5 68845

Dear Superintendent

I appreciate very much your forwarding a copy of the draft General Management Plan snd
Emvironmental Impact Statemerd for the Tallgrass Peairie Mational Preserve 1o me. 1 have read
this document in its entirety and have a few comsnents that [ would like 10 share with you. [have
2 special interest in the Fling Hills and have many fond memaries of grevwing up hiking thropgh the
ball% in search of adventure, Anuncle of mine wiis a cowboy & the Z Bar ranch and [ thoroughly
emyoved the time that be toured 1 through the backeoumry.

1 have alsa recently had the opportunity to review the draft regulations for proposed changes 1o
ihe managemend of the grassiands of North Dakota and found vour drait po be very refreabang,
The Marth Dakota plas included an enviroamental impact statement that approaches the shaird in
i3 bength and scope, Your docoment proved to e very resdable and easy to nndersand while
the afure-mentioned dosumens is composed of a twe foot tll pile of paper that provides the
reader an excellent change of dying of boredom before fnally mulling through & My
compliments to the drafters whao saw fit to keep this document in its clear and cencise form,

Adter carefully reviewing shis document 1 find myself whole-heartedly suppocting the Prafirrad
Alternative {Proposed Action). [ believe that this alternative will provide the most balancsd
approach 1o preserving and intequreting the ovecall site. Some of the key points that 1 would lke
b0 SUppOT are

| Eackcountry access should be aflowed-with the ever-increasing popularity of bacikpacking
and hiking, a large porticn of the ares should be open for nop-vehicular backeowntry wse. I urilize
our nearty Theodore Roosevelt National Park for backpacking and hiking and agres with their
approach to ensuring that the backeountry is not too maensively damaged by human activiries.
Some af the repulations imposed are no apen fires {stoves only), no established backeountry
campsites [disperses tent sites and reduces impaction) and re mountain hilsimg,

A0 Bow 711 - Sanoms Park Foad, Bimass, MO S50+ M-8 Tiaa

Esmiighed in 1061, tha Daketis Ton 15 a2 ron-prob] imsifulion whech npenmes on dosatioss, Agﬁ
STTESHONE, METORISES A geacts and Mecoiens o et locl, Stae o dsdenal B sspee -
Privied on secycied paper.

ST AT T Adiiean Eisl e AR AL

#18 - Dakota Zoo

Thank you for your comments.
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2, Prescribed bums ane necessary-evidence shows that burning the praivie is hath bepeficial
amd netural for the grasslands and mest asdmal B as well. I particularty like the idea of setting
aside areas which would not be bumed which would provide conirued NEsting &reas o7 cerain
bards, amphibians and repiles.

1 The catablishment of o bison berd-this is onee again a natural pleyer in the prairie
thought of utilizing handling fecilittes for both bison and cattle is wise,

[ alzo believe that a1 some prins in the Fifwre it mighs be well to allow 8 horsshack ride concessian
in the preserve to allow visitors to become mare immersed in the prairie experience. This is
available in the Theodore Ronsevel National Park and s very papular. I ehdnke 5 also helps oy
allow peaple to better imdersiand the western way of lifie and also appreciate nature ns 2 whale by
“daing something” in it

!appredﬂ!ibeuppommkymwmemmmeﬁmmmugmmqﬂh:nﬂgmﬂ Pramic
Marional Preserve, Twish you the best of luck in implementing the plan for this ares and would be
glad to assiel in sy area whsch you might wish 1o have the help of e who enjoys asture 2nd
wands 1o set il preserved

P B 711 + St Park Foas, Biwmasse. WO B3502 « 701-22-7543

Esmiishad i 1061, e Dakota 200 i @ non-profit inssrusion which aserstes on donaons,
admissions, membershizs and grams and seoohas n ded kocal, st o Reoeal L sepport.
Pristedd on recycled pager.

ACTITER i S e T v s A
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Aksienind? 122

Open House Comment Sheet @

The purpose of hess open houses is 1o discuss and sofck cam i
T Timans fram you regarding sh
Dratt General Management Plan (GMP) and Envirenmaniel Impact Et&1¢ma5;|ctl ;Erfég;. for IEB &

Taligrass Praiis National Prosane. Camments segardi

- G ng any partion]s) af the documeny
would be veny halpful and will be considared by tha planni '
finalized in the coming maonths. e

Comment shaets can be placed in the drop-o# ke duri i i
la: Superntendant, Tallgrass Praida Ha:i;ml Pna:ewﬂﬁ?;ﬁ;ﬂhﬁnué:h:;:;EE;:“NTE
£4845, f maled, the comments should reach the National Park Servic by Jamsary 36,
2000. Thank you for your interes? in Tallgrass Praire National Prasenel %
Commeanis {l.lu:__ha:l’-: andfor additional 5 = if necassa,
e s zﬁ%&nﬁ%{ Mr \5";&&4{
A # /ﬂ-ﬂ—’:lfé] Licglriey ﬂmﬂﬁﬂw‘w“”
Gririts, plars s drnarn S, ponlis wrscsin, R, X o

et a_,ﬁ’rmﬂ-”’w’zf.:/ fﬁ-v( itan K £l i

/ ottt e B frommdy
] ‘e ot Leviedin, it

NAME: =g 4 o5 & (Fe /) Gfﬂf*“"?*’;"?’-{b

REPRESENTING (IF ANY): o5 olem 7o Ot ascland Ateiase Fomdafon,

ADDRESS: & 740 Alach Swwan OF

CITY, STATE, 2IF: S A awneg b1 5 (ol 2ie -+ 135

D The Nationa! Park Service is requined fo make commenis,

including names and
Addresses of the commenters, avaianle for gublic reiew. Prvats ingividuals m;y rz';T;sr

#5 — Grasslands Heritage Foundation

Thank you for your comments.
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Asthor: KPS WebMastex “paul_bandiydnpa.gev> &F sp--internst
Date: GLI18/2000 S5:09 Py
Remmal =
Subjest; Web Form Submissice

== Massage Cootesta

Beb Form Respanses from the follewing £ile;
http:/fwe.npa . gow/taprigmpeend, hinl coments The Eansas Chapter of The Wildlife
Seciecy applauds your afforts an the

excellent Draft General Mapagement Plan, He are TerY pleased absut the
ideas ralitive to the sdditian of bisos amd the pessible reduction of

far® ponds where approprlate. We prafar Alternative & aver all the
tpticns Because It seens to have the bast mix of possibilities and has
limited overnight use. The lattsr could be & Fotential nightmare, ous
Buppart after Altersmative E is weak, but cur mext preforence is for

the Preferred Alternatiwe, which we 52ggest has a much greater smphasis

o cattle then we would Like eo see. MWhile we are wery sapportive of the
ranching community, our suppaEt for this option is weaker. We are cpposed
ta Altasfiative B, We think thers i3 too much intended uae of the =ite
with that alternativa,

We asknowledge the daueing tpak you face because one ares the size af TEHFR
cannob of any site for that matter eanmot Tteplicate all the tallgrass
ecodystem nox can it contain all the aceivities of the rallgrass prairie
and cultural activities asscoiated with tha prairie, &

nime aod addyess! Elmer 1. Fifck

Eansaa Chapter af Tha wildlife Jaciaty

Divisice of Biclogical fsiences

Bax 4050

Emporia Stats CUnlwecsity

Exporia, K3 geali-sog)

?;g“.:ni,:;::: Eansaz Chagter of The Wildlife Sooiety
Hed Stranw, Eg BEE3Y

Eepresentative: yEs

withold: mg

@

#41 - The Wildlife Society, Kansas Chapter

Thank you for your comments
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Citizen Comments

Input received from citizens included many excellent comments and recommendations. M
however, contained similar comments or repeated comments received from organizations
government agencies. Therefore, as allowed under federal regulations for preparing final ef
impact statements, the most frequent substantive comments are summarized and respondeq
comments received from citizens are answered as part the responses to agency and organiz
on the pages that follow. All comments were analyzed by the NPS planning team in prepar
and environmental impact statement.

Cultural Resources | ssues

Comment: Commentors expressed varying opinions about the appropriate period of histori
for the preserve.

Response; Clarification of one or more periods of significance has been addresseq
discussion of the "Preferred Alternative," page 29. A definition of the term "perio
significance" has been added to "Appendix 7--Definitions." Determining periods
local, state or national levelsincludes development of professionally researched g
historical contexts. It applies National Register of Historic Places criteriato evalu
existing cultural resources to represent such contexts.

Comment: Commentors expressed concern regarding the potential removal of various stru

any |etters,
br other
nvironmental

to below. Other
ation comments
ng thefinal plan

cal significance

| under the

d of

bf significance at
nd prepared

pte the ability of

ctures or other

elements on the cultural landscape. Others advocated removal of certain elements associatg¢d with the

cultural landscape.

Response; Certain 20" century resources have been determined through professiol
to be significant for representing the state and local history of cattle ranching in th
are eligiblefor listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Preservation an
of these and the nationally significant resources are clearly identified in the missi
significance statements for the preserve. Specific proposed actions to the preserve
cultural resources will be developed out of future planning documents, such as cu
reports, historic structure reports, and resource management plans. A reasonable g
comment by the State Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory Council on Hist
and interested parties shall be provided for any activities that may affect the prese
cultural resources. Thisis mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Presq
requires such review for proposed actions which have the potential to affect resoy
eligible for the National Register, and that involve or are under the jurisdiction of

Natural Resour ces | ssues
Comment: Concern was expressed about the elimination of dams and ponds.

Response; No specific dams or ponds are the target of removal. The plan does call

nal evaluations
e Flint Hills, and
d interpretation
bn and

shistoric

tural landscape
pportunity for
bric Preservation,
ve's historic
rvation Act that
rces listed on or
federal agencies.

for the

evaluation of such areas based on specific criteriaoutlined on page 30 of the General Management
Plan. It also states “ Some stock ponds found to be of low value based on this evaluation may be

removed and, where feasible, the areas restored to prairie.”
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Comment: Concern was expressed about the use of an early intensive grazing regime.

Response: The plan does not call for complete removal of early intensive grazing fas a
management action. However, under all alternatives the direction is to maintain ahd enhance the
tallgrass prairie in part through the use of historic and contemporary grazing regimes (GMP page
24). Additionally, while some divergent opinions exist regarding early intensive drazing and plant
diversity, it has been shown to be a productive grazing system for Flint Hills ranches where
diversity isnot of paramount concern. (NPS 1998 Enhancement Report)

Comment: Concern was expressed that too much area was being considered for ranching activities and that
more area should be devoted to restoration of prairie ecosystem, especially bottomland prajrie.

Response: Page 29 of the GMP discusses one of the fundamental ideas that form{the basis of the
Preferred Alternative: “to preserve, protect, and interpret for the public aremnant of the once vast
tallgrass prairie ecosystem.” While the size of the four management areas and the actions
associated with each has elicited a series of widely varied comments, the actions recommended for
this GM P remain focused on the fundamental idea of preserving and protecting the tallgrass prairie
within the preserve. Additionally, restoration of the land along Fox Creek is recornmended to
allow for the establishment of rare bottomland prairie communities.

Comment: Concern was expressed about how the existing grazing lease might affect publi¢ access to the
preserve.

Response: All ungulate uses of the preserve will involve reasonable limitations o access to the
portions of the preserve being grazed, for obvious reasons of public safety and to pvoid undue
interference with commercial and non-commercial grazing operations for cattle and bison. The
preserve landowner believes the Bass | ease contains satisfactory assurances for ;mbl ic accessto
permit accomplishment of the main objectives of the GMP. The Bass |lease al so cpntains
provisions allowing the lessor to exclude portions of the preserve from grazing.

Comment: Some commentors expressed concern about the potential introduction of grizzly bears or wolves
to the preserve. Other commentors advocated introduction of elk, pronghorn antelope, or prairie dogs.

Response; Detailed discussions regarding the feasibility of introducing animal species are beyond
the scope of this plan. Some species, such as elk and pronghorn antel ope, are disclissed on page 28
of the GMP and within an attachment to the Kansas Department of Wildlife and Harks comment
letter (in this section) dated February 8, 2000. Consideration of other species would depend on
their historic range, public controversy, required acreage, and home range.

Comment: There was diverse opinion about what grazing animals should or should not be allowed on the
preserve. Some commentors wanted only bison; others wanted no bison at all. Other commentors suggested
the proposed size of theinitial bison herd istoo small. Still other commentors advocated that all cattle be
removed, and suggested that cattle on the preserve is inconsistent with the park's enabling legislation and
the intent to allow for prairie restoration.

Response; As stated on page 24 of the GMP, the home range requirements for native species, the
limited area of the preserve, and lessons learned from the Kansas Department of Wildlife and
Parks (February 8, 2000 comments on GMP), led the team to recommend considering only bison
as an introduced species for the duration of this planning effort.



9€

Comments

Respo

Specific concerns over bison introduction such as density, area, and rationale for $uch action will
be discussed in detail within the Bison Management Plan described on pages 34 and appendix 2 of
the GMP. Public participation will be an integral part of the planning process. The National Park

Service believes that continued grazing of cattle on the preserveis consistent wit

Public Law

104-333, and can contribute to the heterogeneous management strategy necessary|to establish and

maintain a healthy prairie ecosystem.

Comment: Commentors expressed adesire to view true "tall grass."

Response; Fields associated with the Fox Creek riparian areawill be restored to b

pttomland prairie

with species common to deeper soils and wetter sites which would allow for the expression of
tallgrass species ranging in height from six feet (1.83 meters) or more. (GMP, page 24)

Comment: The suggestion was offered that the preserve be designated as "wilderness"

Response: The term “ designated wilderness” implies specific management directi

restrictions under the Wilderness Act that would run counter to the legislation aut

preserve. So long astheland is privately owned and the owner has alease agreerr]
private party to allow rangeland use, the area does not qualify for “wilderness’ deg

Comment: One commentor urged restoration of spring/seep habitat.

ons and
horizing the

ent with another
isignation.

Response; Springs, seeps, and their associated streams would be provided additional protection if

found to contain unique or rare native plant or animal species. (GMP page 30) Ad
1998 National Park Service Enhancement Report recognizes those areas as ‘ hot gj

biodiversity on the prairie landscape.

Visitor Services/Visitor Use | ssues

Comment: A suggestion was offered that 1870s cowboysbe portrayed through a"living hi

Response; The preserve’s enabling legislation calls (in part) for an emphasis on th

legacy of the Flint Hills. It is assumed that the ranching legacy will include the hi

working on the ranch during the designated period of significance. Details on cow

their story will be developed further in the Comprehensive Interpretation Plan.

ditionally, the
bots” for

story™ exhibit.

eranching
story of cowboys
boy history and

Comment: One commentor questioned the rationale for excluding Deer Park Place asan in

erpretive site.

Response; Though portions of the former Deer Park Place are included within the boundaries of

the preserve, the main house remains in private ownership. It would not be feasibl

etoincludethe

entire group of buildings asavisitor or interpretive site. Reference to the ranch and its historic
relationship to the rest of the preserve will be developed further in the Comprehensive

Interpretation Plan.

Comment: A recommendation was made that modern ranching be interpreted in addition to historic

ranching.

Response: The preserve’s enabling legislation callsfor (in part) an emphasis on the ranching
legacy of the Flint Hills. It is assumed that the ranching legacy will include the history of ranching
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activities be provided for on the preserve. Some included specific recommendations about
recreational activities should or should not occur.

Response; Commentors are referred to the description of the preferred alternative] and to actions
common to all actions alternatives, for an explanation of the types of visitor activities, facilities,
and modes of accessthat will be provided for by this GMP. A prescription found tinder the actions
common to all action alternatives has been edited to clarify the types of activitiesthat are
appropriate for the preserve:

"A variety of visitor activities and facilities, appropriate for anational prgserve, would
provide for arange of opportunities, time commitments, and levels of physical exertion.
'‘Appropriate’ is defined as an activity or facility that (1) is consistent with the purposes
for which the preserve was established, (2) has no more than nominal impact on the
natural and cultural resources of the preserve, and (3) does not conflict with another
appropriate visitor use."

Comment: One person wanted assurances that bison would be accessible to visitors.

Response; Page 34 of the GMP states that visitors would be able to see bison in ajtallgrass setting
and to observe their effects on the prairie.

Miscellaneous | ssues

Comment: A suggestion was made that as many existing roads within the preserve as possible be
eliminated.

Response; The commentor isreferred to the Preferred Alternative, Preserve Wide|guidelines 7 and
8 (Page 30) for a discussion on roads and the criteriafor their continued use or removal. Also, see
the last paragraph on Page 35 for the specific road management criteriafor the Prairie Landscape

Area, which includes road removal.

Comment: A citizen suggested that certain alternatives supported by the enhancement pangl and the
sustainable management panel were rejected and not reflected in the GMP.

Response; Public comments, existing scholarly and scientific information, new information
developed for and during the planning effort, information obtained during consultation, and the
professional judgement of planning team members and consultants were all used to develop the
preliminary management alternatives and the preferred management alternative. The preferred was

not one of the preliminary alternatives but evolved from them as aresult of this comprehensive
process.

The GMP planning team used the conclusions, recommendations, and conceptual
models of the panels along with the other information outlined above to develop a
range of practical and reasonable alternatives for the long-term management of the
preserve, preservation of its resources, and development of visitor use and services.
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Comment: Concern was expressed that State Highway 177 through the preserve is hazardous and needs to

be widened.

Response; Safety concerns related to Highway 177 are acknowledged on page 78|of the plan.
Planning for the future of the highway is beyond the scope of the GMP. However| the National
Park Service will coordinate closely with the Kansas Department of Transportatidgn to resolve
deficiencies and provide for the safety of motorists and preserve visitors.

Comment: A suggestion was offered that mineral rights on the preserve be purchased.

Response; Public Law 104-333 limits Federal acquisition authority on the preserve to no more
than 180 acres of real property and the improvements on the real property. Furthef, that land can
only be acquired through donation. The NPS does not have authority to acquire mineral rights.
The landowner, National Park Trust, may be able to acquire those rights if opportunities develop.
Further, Section 1005(g)(3)(G) of the legislation states that the General Management Plan isto
contain provisions to honor existing oil and gas leases within the preserve.

Comment: One commentor suggested that fund raising be used to develop funds to buy out the grazing
lease.

Response; Though it is not an action element of the GMP, the National Park Trust currently is preparing a
fund raising campaign; one objective of that campaign isto purchase those portions of the |eases necessary
to help ensure successful implementation of the plan




